national communism. However, the authors go too far in attribuiting several other, more prominent, cases of nationalistic or thirdworld variants of socialism to the same intellectual forebears. Lin Piao's image of a world peasantry encircling the world city has had enough adoptive grandparents by now; tracing intellectual affinities is ultimately sterile.
Still, the authors add an important case to the study of ideological hybridization. I find useful their distinction between the search in the early period to "Marxify" Islam and today's tendency to "Islamize" Marxism, which suggests one avenue for theorybuilding-the seeking of hierarchical structures in the organization of ideologies. But perhaps the most useful feature of the book is the set of reference appendices at the end. Here are to be found several articles by the most interesting figure they discuss, the ill-fated On the advent of military rule, Bienen identifies an approach for studying the process; he does not systematically test cross-cultural generalizations. He suggests that coups are a consequence of the extent of "institutionalization" and the quality of "performance" of the military and the relation of these factors to critical social forces, e.g., class and ethnic cleavages (181). Philip sees the Peruvian military intervention as a product of the radical interests of the officer corps but emphasizes their opportunism.
He sees the stalemated political system as the immediate impetus to action.
On the issue of development, Philip contends that the Peruvian military has only been effective in removing the vestiges of the oligarchy from economic control. Beyond that, he sees few successes, but allows that "The full effect of this transformation has yet to be seen." (162) Bienen contends that the military in Africa is highly fragmented as a result of the impact of various social groups and thus unable politically to achieve the necessary unity for a substantial development effort.
Both Philip and Bienen argue that the critical problem for the military is its weak political skills. It cannot form coalitions, manage and manipulate conflict, or move decisively in crisis situations. Ultimately, they see the military regimes as being just as vulnerable to political pressures as the civil regimes they replace. Bienen feels that political parties are the only organizations which can eventually provide the authority necessary to insure public order. He concludes his lengthy discussion of political party governments with a case study of KANU in Kenya. This party, in Bienen's view, is fully able to contain conflicts of various interests within society and to promote ad hoc coalitions of these interests in order to insure stability. Elections are particularly critical to parties in that they make government "responsive to popular pressure." (90) Philip echoes this view, concluding that "The problem of participation is the Achilles heel of radical military regimes." (167) However, he does not endorse strong political parties as a solution to the problem of instability (largely because Peru has no such parties).
Both books have weaknesses that detract from their analysis. First, both are highly descriptive. As such they lack substantial theoretical orientation. Bienen, for instance, examines African political parties in terms of the American political machine model. Philip is virtually atheoretical, making only a passing reference to hypotheses about the military which have been developed by such prominent scholars as Huntington, Pye, and Nordlinger. Second, both books are substantially lacking in evidence for the arguments presented. Thus, while Bienen says that the political machine in Kenya is responsive to popular will, there is little indication of how or where these responses have occurred. Similarly, Philip gives no evidence that the military's attempts at popular mobilization failed. Furthermore, he offers no empirical data on the economic system in Peru, thus forcing the reader to accept his impressions of the various sectors.
Our evaluation of these two books raises the larger issue of the value of case studies in political science. Case studies often fail to address key questions in the discipline. In the absence of such a focus, they are not likely to contribute to a cumulative body of knowledge. Unfortunately, while both authors show a massive knowledge of military politics, they do little to relate it to the ongoing discussion in the discipline. A testing of existing theory would allow our colleagues to utilize the potentially rich sources of information provided by these and similar case studies. 
